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Report of a Survey of Graded 
Egg Buying in Iowa 
BY W. D. TERMOHLEN 
I. OBJECT AND INTRODUCTION 
The object of this study was to gather information in regard 
to methods and practices used in buying eggs on grade from 
farmers in Iowa. It was hoped that such information might 
present facts which would assist dealers and farmers in Iowa 
in bringing about a sounder grading program. 
In this publication merely the facts as gathered by a survey 
and opinions expressed by dealers themselves in answering a 
questionnaire are presented. We feel that conclusions are so 
obvious as to be unnecessary of detailed expression. 
The purchase of eggs by grade from producers has been 
adopted rather rapidly during the past few years by Iowa egg 
buyers. During the summer of 1931 a series of meetings cover-
ing the entire state was held with egg buyers by representatives 
of the State Department of Agriculture and the Extension Ser-
vice of Iowa State College. At these meetings it was plain that 
many conflicting opinions were held by dealers and that much 
confusion existed in regard to graded buying. With the hope 
of offering some facts that would at least encourage the begin-
ning of action by dealers, which would result in clearing up a 
part of this confusion and put egg grading on a more stable, 
efficient and businesslike basis, a survey of egg grading prac-
tices and opinions of dealers was made in the last half of 1931. 
This survey gives a picture of the egg grading situation up to 
January of 1932. The method used in making the survey was 
as follows: 
1. .A list of graded egg buyers was supplied to each of the 
dairy and food inspectors of the State Department of Agricul-
ture. Each inspector during the course of his regular duties 
checked his territory for additional graded buyers and reported 
eertain information concerning r.ach dealer who was buying on 
grade. This information included the number of grades and 
years which the firm had been buying by gra'Cle. 
2. A questionnaire was then sent to every buyer reported as 
buying on grade. This questionnaire included the information 
gathered by inspectors. The dealers were asked if the informa-
Aclcnowleclirement: A1111reclatlon I• hereby made to M:. G. Thornburg, Secretar)o of 
Agriculture, for the very ftne as1i1lllnce of the dairy and food Inspectors. The writer 
also wl1he11 to thank the dealers who answered the questionnaire, for their coopera-
tion. R. L. Cochran of the Poultry Bu1bandry Department, Iowa State College, pwt 
-111able suinrestlona. 
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tion was correct on the date the questionnaire was received by 
the dealer. In addition, opinions were asked on certain ques-
tions which arc reported in this circular. 
II. DEVELOPMENT OF GRADED EGG BUYING 
IN IOWA 
The development of graded egg buying is shown in table I. 
One firm was reported to have started buying eggs on graclc in 
1917. From 19.17 to 1925 there was a very slow adoption of 
TABLE L DEVELOPMENT OF GRADED EGG BUYING IN IOWA 
Year Total on Yearlr County 
grade addlUona dlatrlbutlon 
1917 l l l 
1918 l 0 l 
1919 I 2 3 
1920 
' 
l 
' 1921 8 2 
' 1922 1 1 
' 1928 18 9 1 1924 28 10 9 
1925 
" 
15 10• 
19211 69 18 16 
1927 87 28 22 
1928 121 84 18 
1929 208 87 84 
1930 126 118 85 
1911 129 IOI 97 
•Counties all located In northeutern quarter of loWL Source: Suney. 
graded buying, with increasing interest evidenced between 1925 
and 1928. The period of 1929 to 1931 saw a very rapid increase 
in the number of agencies purchasing eggs by grade. In 1931 
there were 629 places buying eggs on grade. 
It is of interest that up to and including 1925, all the places 
purchasing eggs on grade were located in northeastern Iowa. 
Possibly one reason egg grading began in northeastern Iowa 
was because in that section, dairying was an important enter-
prise, and many farmers had become accustomed to selling their 
cream on a sweet cream basis. 
In 1928 places buying eggs by grade were located in 36 coun-
ties or in just slightly over one-third of the counties of the state, 
while in 1931, graded buying was reported in 97 counties. 
III. DISTRIBUTION OF GRADED EGG BUYERS 
IN IOWA, 1931 
In the map, fig. 1, is shown the distribution of graded egg 
buyers in Iowa. The upper figure in each county gives the num-
ber of graclecl buying agencies, and the lower figure is the per-
centage of all licensed egg buyers in the county who arc buy-
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Fis. 1. Dlatrlbutlon of irraded eirir bU)'en In Iowa. Souree: Survey. 
1931--629: 1926-69: 1921--6: 1917-1. 
Upper llnre-Nmnber graded bunr-State total, 829. 
Lower ftarure-Percentsae of total bU)'en-State averaire, 8.4. 
ing on grade. In two counties, Warren and Scott, graded buy-
ing agencies were not reported. Two truck routes, however, 
which bought eggs on grade were operating in Warren County 
out of Polk County. The county with the largest number of 
dealers buying by grade was Fayette with 29 agencies making 
up 32.2 percent of all licensed buyers in the county. 
The 629 agencies on a grade basis represented 8.4 percent of 
the 7,459 licensed egg buyers in 1931. It is believed that about 
20 percent of the eggs sold from farms in Iowa are now pur-
chased by grade. 
IV. LOCATION OF GRADED EGG BUYERS 
The location of graded egg buyers by towns and the number 
in each town are shown in fig, 2. The map indicates that, in 
1931, there were very few areas of the state in which a farmer 
would find it necessary to drive over 15 miles to find an agency 
buying on grade. 
V. TYPES OF DEALERS BUYING ON GRADE, 1931 
In 1931 ther"e were some 7,459 licensed egg buyers in Iowa. 
These dealers may be classified as carlot shippers equipped with 
refrigeration, carlot shippers not equipped with refrigeration, 
buying stations (generally buying eggs, poultry and butterfat), 
stores (grocery and general), and miscellaneous, including ele· 
vators, creameries, hardware stores, harness shops, gasoline sta· 
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Fii'· 2. Loeatlon of irraded en bu1er11, 1911. Source: Surnr. 
tions, etc. The number of dealers in each classification, the 
number of each buying on grade and the percentage of the fotal 
of each class which is buying on a grade are shown in table IT. 
It is interesting to note that the nearer an agency is to the 
terminal. market in the marketing steps from producer to con-
sumer, the larger is the percentage of eggs bought on grade 
from the producer. Also, the better a place is equipped to 
maintain quality after eggs are purchased, the larger the per-
centage of eggs bought on grade. 
Of the 7,459 licensed egg dealers 629 or 8.4 percent were buy-
ing on grade. 
TABLE U. GRADED BUYING BY TYPE OF DEALER 
Total Number on 
Dealerbl>e number irnuSe 
Carlot-Refrll'erator lU 115 
Carlot-No refrlserator 61 21 
B111iDI' •tatlon l,697 41'7 
Stonll 5,2&& 51 
Mlaeellan- 421 l'7 
Grand total 7,40 129 
Souree: 8arft1 
VI. GRADED BUYING METHODS 
A. NUMBER OF GRADES 
Perent total 
onarade 
au 
'6.l 
28.l 
t.l 
4.0 
8.4 
Various methods of purchasing eggs by grade are used in the 
state. The survey showed that dealers were buying on either 
2, 3, 4 or 5-way grades. Of the 629 dealers buying on grade, 
6 
414 or 65.82 percent used the 2-way grade, 170 or 27.03 percent 
used the 3-way grade, 41 or 6.5 percent the 4-way grade and 4 
or 0.63 percent the 5-way grade. The number of grades used 
by the various types of dealers is shown in-table III. 
TABLE IIJ. GRADES USED BY DEALER TYPES. 
No. of grade• 2 3 4 5 
Car lot-Refrigeration 43 46 24 2 
Carlot-No refrigeration 17 II 
Buying station 305 96 14 2 
Storeo 38 17 2 
l\ll1cellaneous 11 G 1 
Total 414 170 41 
' 
Perceilt grand tctal 65.82 27.03 6.52 0,63 
Source: Survey. 
B. GRADE NAMES 
In answer to a questionnaire sent to all firms buying on 
grade, 281 agencies gave the names of grades on which eggs 
were purchased from farmers. In all, 50 different groups of 
names were used to designate the grades by which these dealers 
purchased eggs. The most common grouping used was No. 1 
and No. 2 which was reported by 134 agencies and represents 
47.6 percent of all answering the question. The next common 
grouping was No. 1, No. 2, No. 3 reported by 36 agencies or 12.7 
percent of those reporting. There were 27 firms using the 
grouping Henncry, No.1, No. 2, the 27 firms making up 9.6 per-
cent of the total answering. These three groupings were used 
by 69.9 percent of all agencies answering the question. The 
names of grades reported with the number of firms using each 
different grouping are shown in table IV (see page 7). 
C. GRADE DESCRIPTION 
Firms answering the questionnaire were asked to give a de-
scription of the grades purchased, using as a basis 10 factors 
under the headings of weight, air cell, yolk, white, germ dirt, 
shell soundness, tolerance and other requirements. Vecy few 
gave a full and complete description. Some grades were par-
tially described and others not at all. In many instances the 
answers showed a lack of understanding of grade requirements. 
This question is almost impossible to analyze. 
The use of the minimum equivalent rate of 22 ounces per 
dozen for any egg was reported by 42 firms or 56 percent of 
those answering. 
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TABLE IV. GRADE NAMES. 
Gradenam .. 
1 No. 1, No. 2 
2 No. 1, No. 2, No. 3 
a Renner>". No. 1, No. 2 
4 Renneey, No. 1, No. 2, No. 3 . 
& Renneey White, Hennery Brown, No. 1, No. 2 
6 Henneey. Extra. No. 1. No. 2 
7 No. 1, No. 2, No. a, No. 4 
8 Renneey, No. 2 
9 No. 1 Brown, No. 1 White, No. 2 
10 Extra, No. l, No. 2 
11 Renneey, Extra, Undergrade 
12 Renneey, No. 1, No. 2, Dlrtl .. and Chex 
18 Renneey, Extra, Standard, Trade, Underirrada 
14 Renneey, No. 1, No. 2, Chex 
16 No. 1, No. 2, Dirties and Chex 
16 Rennery, Extra, No. 2 
17 Renner,., Extra, Circle F1 Commercial, No. 2 
18 Extru, Flnta, Undersraoa 
19 Henneey, No. 1, No. 2, Small 
20 Extr11.1, llfedlum1, Dlrtla 
21 I HennetJ', Extra, Undergrad .. , Pullets 
22 Renneey, No. 2, No. 3, Dlrtl .. and Chex 
23 No. 1, No. 2, Pewoes 
24 Hennery Brown, Henneey White, Extra, standard, Under· 
26 
• 26 
27 
28 
29 
ao 
31 
grade 
Renneey White, Renneey Brown, No. 2 
Henneey, Extra, Flnta, Undergrades 
No. l Brown, No. l White, Underirradea 
Renneey, Extra, Standard, No. 2 I Extras. Medium, Seeondl No. l Brown, No. 1 White, No. 1, No. 2, Chex 
I Weatem Hennery Brown, We11tem Henneey Whit.el, No. 
32 No. 1 Brown, No. l White, No. 2, No. 3 I 1, Tracla, Dirties, Small dlrtla, Chex 
33 Renneey, Trades 
35 RennerJ', No. 1, Trad.,., Dirties, Chex H I A, B,C. 
36 Renneey, Extra, Flnta, Commercial•, Dirties, Ches 
37 I Renner,- Brown, Renneey White, No. l Brown, No. 
I White, No. 2 
38 I Renner,-, No. 1, Medium•, No. 2 
19 No. l Brown, No. l White, No. 2, Chex and dirties 
40 Henneey, No. l, No. 2, No. 3, Dlrtleot and Chex 
41 I U. S. Special, U. S. Extra, U. S. Standard, Undlerirrade 
42 No. l Brown, No. l White, Flnta, Tradel 
-13 No. 1, No. 2, Underirradea 
.14 Henneey, Extra, Flnta, No. 2 
45 No. l Mixed, Trades 
48 I No. l Brown, No. l White, No. 2, UnderJrradel 
47 HennerJ', Extra, Extra Finl, Flnta and down 
48 Renneey Mixed, No. 1, No. 2 
49 I Specials, Extrae, Medium• and Underirradea 
50 Hmner,- Brown, No. I, No. 2, No. S 
No. flnn1 
reportlnll' U9lt 
lH 
H 
27 
9 
1 
• 4 
' a I 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
l 
l 
l 
l 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
l 
l 
1 
1 
1 
l 
l 
1 
1 
I 
1 
l 
I 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
1 
1 
281 
SeYenty-five firms who used the grade grouping of No. 1 and 
No. 2 gave a comp1ete answer to weight requirements for No. 1 
eggs. These results are shown iu table V. It is shown that 
these 75 firms used 22 different weight groupings. The most 
common grouping was 24 ounces a\·crage weight per dozen with 
minimum weight of no egg averaging under 22 ounces. This 
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TABLE V. WEIGHT REQUIREMENTS AS SHOWN BY 22 GROUPINGS FOR NO. 
1 EGGS REPORTED IN NO. 1, NO. 2 GROUPING. 
(76 ft.nm reportlnir) 
Welirht irrouplDll' No. reportlnir 
-
Averap welirbt :Minimum weight for an:r I 
per dosen Individual ecir 
I 
26 26 I 
26 28 I 1 
26 24 I 2 
26 28 I 8 
26 22 I 2 
2' 2' I • 24 23 I 6 
24 22 I 28 
24 21 I 
24 20 
24 I 19 
24 I. 18 2 
28 I 23 2 
23¥,, I 22 1 
28 I 22 10 
28 I 21 
23 I 19 2 
22 I 22 1 
22 I 21 1 
22 I 20 1 
22 I 18 I 1 
22 I 16'1.a r 1 
I I Total 76 I 
Soarea: Quetlonnaln. 
group was used by 28 firms or 37.3 percent of the total report-
ing a description. Of the 75 firms there were 54 or 72.4 percent 
which reported the average weight of No. 1 eggs as 24 ounces 
or more per dozen; 45 firms or 60 percent reported the use of 
24 ounces as average weight per dozen. 
An Example of Grade Description Variation 
The typical variation in grade description is shown in one 
county where four firms, located two in one town and two in 
another, reported the purchase of No. 1 and No. 2 grades. No. 1 
descriptions were as follows: 
Average weight: 25-24, 25-23, 24·22, 22-20. . 
Air cell depth, maximum allowed: 1" Inch: % Inch; 'i{s Inch; Visible. 
Yolk vlslblltty: dimly visible; visible or dimly visible; dim; dimly 
visible. 
Yolk mobility: not mobile; mobile to not mobile: mobile; not mobile. 
White: ftrm: ftrm: ftrm: ftrm. 
Germ development: none: none or very allght: none: none. 
9 
Dirt: none; slight or none: none: none. 
Shell soundneBB: sound; sound; sound; sound. 
D. METHOD OF PURCHASE 
Different kinds of buying policies are followed by egg deal-
ers fn Iowa. Some of the dealers purchase every egg handled 
only on a grade basis. These are reported in table VI as "all 
on grade." Other dealers buy some of the eggs handled on a 
grade and the rest on a straight-run basis. For example, eggs 
which farmers bring in directly to the plant are purchased on 
grade while eggs bought by the dealer from stores or buying 
stations are paid for on a straight-run basis. In other words 
these dealers buy either graded or straight and are reported in 
table VI under the heading ''graded or straight.', 
Of the 629 graded buyers it was found that 377 or 59.9 per-
cent bought all eggs by grade and 252 or 40.1 percent bought 
both ways. 
TABLE VI. METHOD OF PURCHASE BY TYPE OF DEALER. 
T)'Jle dealer No. clealera Allon Graded or 
irradlnir: sn.de atralaht 
Carlot-Relrlireratlon llli 18 99 
Carlo-No relrlJreratlon 21 Ii 18 
Buylnir atat.lon 417 aoo 117 
Stores 67 .f5 12 
Mlocellaneous 17 11 • Total GZ9 177 ZGZ 
Percent of total 100 Sll.t 40.1 
Saar9: Sul"nJ'. 
E. GRADED BUYERS AND NUMBER OF GRADE GROUPINGS 
USED BY BUYERS 
An analysis of the survey material indicated that within coun-
ties the grade systems varied considerably as indicated by the 
number of different grade groupings on which eggs were pur-
chased from farmers. In 30 counties one grouping was used, in 
54 counties two groupings were used, in 12 counties three 
groupings and in 1 county four groupings. (See fig. 3.) 
F. SET-IN PLAN OF BUYING 
Some firms are buying on what is called the set-in plan. Un-
der this plan the eggs are taken by the dealer, and in some in-
stances an advance payment representing a proportion of the 
value is made. The eggs are then sent to a large produce deal-
er where they are graded, after which returns are made to the 
small dealer who then makes final settlement to the producer. 
The survey indicated that 43 agencies out of the 629 or 6.8 per-
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cent of the total graded buyers were using this .method. The 43 
were classified as 26 buying stations and 17 stores. Agencies 
buying on the set-in plan were located in 17 counties-Lyon, 
Sioux, Osceola, O'Brien, Clay, Dickinson, Winnebago, Han-
cock, Calhoun, 'Vebstcr, Hamilton, Greene, Boone, 1\larshall, 
Adams, Union and Henry. 
VII. GRADING RECOMMENDATIONS 
Dealers were asked on a questionnaire for their recommenda-
tion in regard to certain practices. The following are the re-
sults of recommendations and the expression of opinions of 
dealers who are actually buying by grade. 
A. NUMBER OF GRADES RECOMMENDED WHEN STARTING 
TO PURCHASE ON GRADE 
There were 259 answers to this question, and 157 or 60.6 per-
cent advised the use of two grades, 82 or 31.7 percent recom-
mended three grades, 15 or 5.8 percent recoti1mended four 
grades and 5 or 1.9 percent ad\•ised five grades. It appears that 
two or three gmdes were the most popular, for 92.3 percent of 
the dealers recommended these numbers. A majority, 60.6 per-
cent, aavised the 2-way grade for starting graded buying. 
1l 
°!ABLE VU. NUMBER GRADES RECOMMENDED WHEN STARTING ON GRADE 
Dealer Number of a;radu Total 
t:ype 
2 3 4 Ii 
Carl~Refrh11eratlon 31 26 3 2 11 
Carlot-No refrlg;eratlon I 1 2 D 
Buying station I 102 48 11 2 Ull 
Stores and mh1cellaneowi I 17 9 l 28 
Total I 157 82 15 5 259 
Percent of grand total I 60.6 81. 7 5.8 l.D 100 
Soune: Questionnaire. 
B. NUMBER OF GRADES RECOMMENDED TO BE PURCHASED 
WHERE NO REFRIGERATION IS AVAILABLE 
This question was answered by 207 dealers, and 142 or 68.6 
pereent favored two grades, 59 or 28.5 percent favored three 
grades, 4 or 1.9 pereent the 4-way grade and 2 or 0.9 pereent 
the 5-way grade. Here again the 2-way and 3-way were most 
popular with 201 or 97.1 percent favoring'such groupings. The 
majority, 68.6 percent favored the 2-way grade. 
TABLE VllL NUMBER GRADES RECOMMENDED WHERE NO REFRIGERATION 
IS AVAILABLE. 
Dealer tJ'P9 Number of g;rada Total 
I 2 a 4 5 
Carlot-Refrla;eratlon I 34 15 .C9 
Carl~No refrigeration I 6 1 
Bu:rlng •talion I 87 37 3 2 129 
Store and ml-llaneous I 15 • l 22 Total I 142 69 4 2 207 
Percent or total I 68.& 28.5 1.9 .9 99.D 
Source: Qu.Uonnalre. 
C. NUMBER OF GRADES RECOMMENDED TO BE PURCHASED 
WHERE REFRIGERATION IS AVAILABLE 
A summary of the ·question involved in the above heading 
showed that 209 had answered and that 46 or 22 percent favored 
the 2-way grade; 103 or 49.3 percent the 3-way grade; 44 or 
21.l percent the 4-way grade; and 16 or 7.6 percent recom-
mended the use of the 5-way grade. Nearly three-quarters, or 
71.3 percent, favored either the 2-way or 3-way grade. (See 
table IX.) 
Of the carlot shippers equipped with refrigeration, 57 an-
swered the question and 49.l percent favored the 3-way grade, 
and 71.9 percent the 2 and 3-way grade. This was almost iden-
tical with the opinion of the entire ~ronp. 
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TABLE IX. NUMBER GRADES RECOMMENDED WHERE REFRIGERATION IS 
AVAILABLE. 
Dealerb'pe Number of aradea Total 
I 2 3 .. 6 
Carlot-Ret'rlgeraUon ! 18 28 12 4 57 
carlot-No refrlaemUon I 2 & 8 
Buying 1taUon I 28 68 27 11 124 
Stores and ml..,.llaneous I 8 7 4 1 20-
Total I 46 103 44 16 209-
Percent ol total I 22.0 49.3 21.1 7.6 100 
I 
Source: QauUonnalre. 
VIII. QUESTION OF A GRADING LAW 
During the summer of 1931 a series of egg meetings was held 
at the request of the officers of the Iowa Poultry, Butter and 
Egg Dealers' Association with the 31 district dealer organiza-
tions of the state by the State Department of Agriculture and 
Extension Service of the college cooperating. In the course of 
these meetings many deale~ .suggested the need of a gradi11g 
law. In order to get the op1mon of as many dealers as possible 
who had been buying on grade, a question covering this sug-
gestion was asked in the questionnaire. The question was an-
swered by 234 dealers, and 198 or 84.6 percent said a Ja,v was 
needed. It, therefore, appears that of those dealers who have 
had experience in buying eggs on a grade, the majority favor 
some kind of grading law. It must be kept in mind, however, 
that before any definite conclusions are reached in this regard 
there should be obtained the opinions of dealers who have not 
purchased on grade or who have ceased to purchase on grade, 
and also the opinions of farmers. The result o! answers to this 
question by \'arious types of dealers is to be found in table X. 
TABLE X. QUESTION OF GRADING LAW. 
Dealer b'P9 Yu Total Percent 
,. .. 
Carlot-Relrl8eraUon 32 17 49 66.8 
Carl~No refrigeration 8 2 10 80.0 
BU7ina nation 140 11 161 92.7 
Stores 12 Ii 17 70.1 
Ml..,.llaneom I 1 7 86.1 
Total 198 •• 214 H.I 
Source: Qu..Uonnaln. 
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IX. WEAKNESSES OF EGG GRADING IN IOWA 
On the questionnaire the dealers were asked to express opin-
ions of weaknesses of the present egg grading program. Ap-
proximately 40 different ideas were obtained. 
The idea most commonly expressed is contained in the fol-
lowing expressions: ''Too many different ways of grading and 
no set standard"-"Too many grades and too niany grade 
names"-"Lack of uniformity of Grades"-"No two people 
grading alike." This thought was repeated by 55 persons. 
The second most common thoug)lt, which was repeated 46 
times, concerned improperly done or dishonest grading and was 
expressed as "Loose grading," "Lead pencil grading," 
"Customer grading," "Overgrading," "Undergrading," "Jug-
gling," "Crooked Grading." 
The third most common opinion was expressed as "The store-
keeper and straight-run buying, trade price," "Using eggs as 
business leader." This was repeated 32 times. 
''Bad, dirty or crooked competition 11 was the next most com-
mon expression of a weakness and was repeated 25 times. 
Fifth in number of times repeated was the thought, "Straight-
run or current receipt buying and overpaying for straig4t 
eggs." This appeared 23 times. 
Seventeen mentioned, "Lack of interest and lack of knowl-
edge of eggs on part of many dealers." Fourteen felt that the 
failure to provide a grading law, establishing state standards, 
was a weakness. "Infrequent marketing and poor care on part 
of producer and lack of kno\vledge and appreciation of egg 
quality by producers" was mentioned 12 times. "Lack of con-
fidence and cooperation between dealers" was repeated 11 
times. "Poor equipment and lack of refrigeration in business 
place of small dealers" was mentioned 10 times. "Skimming 
or creaming eggs by farmers" and "Lack of trained or skilled 
egg graders" were both repeated 6 times. . 
Some of the other thoughts which were enumerated one to 
three times were as follows: "Dealers not spending enough 
time educating customer of condition of eggs"-"Dealers not 
eimdling"-"Lack of volume of small dealer and inability to 
keep full cases of graded eggs moving to market"-"Orade re-
quirements of terminal markets"-"Spineless dealers unable 
and unwilling to govern their buyers"-"Grade tolerance"-
"Graders (dealers) having volume in mind instead of quality" 
-"Saturday and Wednesday night marketing by farmers"-
"Time required for grading"-"Changing of grade during 
year"-"Small d<>aler not being able to sell the packer on a 
grade basis"-" More than 2 grades are confusing to the pro-
duccr"-"Too easy for buyers who want to buy eggs to get a 
license." 
X .. SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVING THE BUYING 
ON A GRADE PROGRAM IN IOWA 
Many different suggestions were made for improving the egg 
grading program by the some 300 agencies returning the ques-
tionnaire. 
By far the most frequent suggestion was for some kind of 
state law. This was made by 125 persons and expressed gener-
ally as one or the other of the following: "A state law"-
"Makc everybody grade" or "State grade would create more 
uniform practice, more uniform market and quality of eggs 
would be improved"-"Law forbidding stores buying eggs"-
" A law not allowing stores to pay.more in trade than they will 
pay in cash"-" A simple grading system to be devised by rep-
resentatives from the different classes of buyers with the aid 
of the department and then enforced by the department would 
be the sane and natural first step. Improvements can always 
be made later"-"Law requiring merchants to retail eggs by 
grade." 
The second most popular suggestion repeated 49 times dealt 
with the need for more educational work and the thought is ex-
pressed by ":More educational work by the state, by dealers 
and farm organizations"-"Show farmer advantages"-
"Dealer educational meetings similar to those in 1931." 
Twenty suggested that persons doing the grading should be 
compelled to pass an examination and be licensed, showing that 
they were capable of candling and grading eggs. 
Fifteen suggested that the present egg law "should be en-
forced more rigidly," expressing it as "enforce candling law 
more strictly" or "enforce present egg law." 
Suggestions which appeared from 5 to 10 times were as fol-
lows: "Egg and poultry licenses sl10uld be higher to discour-
age some of the merchants or small dealers." "Buyers must 
have farmers' interest at heart, must know production problems 
and spend considerable time with the farmer customers." 
Suggestions which appeared from one to four times were as 
follows: "Quit buying either graded or straight as people de-
sire and buy only graded"-" Start on a two-way grade, not 
too stiff, and as people become accustomed to it make the grade 
stronger, so the people can get on the grade and learn how to 
produce and care for eggs to get quality"-"Go\'ernment in-
spection with government man coming around and checking up 
on buyer or grading under supervision at central plant"-
'' Better equipped and refrigerated buying stations''-'' Set-in 
plan where station not refrigerated"-" Educate consumer to 
graded eggs; sell to consumer on grnde"-"Some way for 
C\'Cryone to. change price promptly with market chnnges"-
"Buying by weight or set weight for No. 1 eggs"-" Better co-
15 
operation between dealers"-"Carlot shippers buying on a 
grade from everyone"-"Wide variation in market require-
ments is the trouble experienced in buying eggs since most buy-
ers buy according to market requirements. Therefore, unless 
some definite buying standard is developed, the present method 
will be unsuccessful." "lly suggestion would be not to pass a 
law at the present time, as it would put the small station buyer 
out of business and we need our jobs just now"-"Paying a 
premium for guaranteed infertile eggs"-"Dealers inaugurate 
a program of strict adherence to grade buying, allowing only 
No. 1 price for No. 1 eggs and paying for No. 2 at No. 2 price." 
"If grading is not to be a·legal requirement, then we suggest a 
brand the same as State Brand Butter to be granted to dealers 
who comply"-"1\lore frequent marketing by farmers and 
avoidance of everyone selling on Wednesday and Saturday 
night"-"Offer grade prices which will have sufficient differ-
ential to encourage producers to produce better eggs"-"1\{ain-
taining same grade the year around"-"Iowa should put on an 
advertising or educational program among buyers or consum-
ers in the East who discriminate against our Iowa dark colored 
yolk fresh eggs that undoubtedly have more real food value 
than perhaps the Pacific Coast eggs." "Have hateherymen 
stress the value of good eggs more"-"Daily pick up from 
dcalers"-"1\Iorc meetings of dealers with round-table talks 
and comparing notes, voluntary grade program rather than 
compulsory''-''Strictcr adherence to grades, honest grading.'' 
SUMMARY 
1. In 1931, 629 places were buying eggs on a grade and these 
were located in 97 of Iowa's 99 counties. 
2. The 629 agencies buying on a grade represented 8.4 per-
cent of the 7 ,459 licensed egg buyers. 
3. In 1931 there were still a few areas in the state in which a 
farmer would find it necessary to drive over 15 miles to find a 
place where eggs could be sold on grade. 
4. Of the carlot shippers in the state who are equipped with 
refrigeration, 85.2 percent were buying on a grade in 1931. The 
percentages of other dealers were as follows: Carlot shippers 
not equipped with refrigeration 45.1 percent; buying stations 
26.1 percent; stores 1.1 percent; miscellaneomJ 4 percent. 
5. Of the 629 dealers buying on a grade 414 or 65.82 percent 
were using the 2-way grade, 170 or 27.03 percent using the 
3-way grade; 41 or 6.5 percent the 4-way; and 4 or .63 percent 
the 5-way grade. 
6. There were 281 firms which answered a questionnaire 
giving names of grades used. It was found that, in all, 50 dif-
ferent ~roups of names were used to designate the grades on 
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which these dealers purchased eggs. The terms No.1 and No. 2 
were used by 4 7.6 percent of the dealers. . 
7. A great variation in requirements for grades was shown 
by the answers to the questionnaire. For example, 75 firms us-
ing the No. 1 and No. 2 grade described the weight requirements 
for No. 1. They were found to be using 22 different groupings. 
8. Of the 629 dealers 59.9 percent bought all eggs on grade 
and 40.1 percent bought both on grade or straight. 
9. Out of the 629 dealers, 43 agencies were using the set-in 
plan of buying. 
10. Two hundred and fifty-nine dealers made recommenda-
tions concerning the number of buying grades to use when 
starting to grade. The 2-way grade was advised by 60.6 per-
cent and the 3-way grade by 31.7 percent. 
11. Two hundred and seven dealers suggested the number 
of buying grades to use where no refrigeration is available. Of 
these 68.6 percent favored two grades and 28.5 percent favored 
three grades. 
12. Two hundred and nine dealers gave their opinion of the 
number of buying grades to use where refrigeration is avail-
able, and 22 percent favored the 2-way grade; 49.3 percent the 
3-way grade; and 21.1 percent the 4-way grade. 
13. Two hundred and thirty-four dealers expressed an opin-
ion in regard to need of an egg grading law, and 198 or 84.6 per-
cent said such a law was needed. 
14. The two most common expressions of opinion by dealers 
of the weaknesses in the egg grading program were: (1) "Too 
many different ways of grading and no set standard"; (2) 
"Loose grading, lead pencil grading, customer grading," etc., 
referring to improper or dishonest grading. 
15. The two suggestions of dealers for improving the buying 
of eggs on a grade most· often given were: (1) "A state la\v; 
make everybody grade"; (2) "More educational work by the 
state, by dealers, and farm organizations.,, 
CONCLUSION 
These facts make it evident that there is need for clearer defi-
nition of grade names and specifications. l\Iany different names 
are used to designate practically the same kind of grade. The 
same grade name, for example, No. 1, has a great variety of 
specifications. Certainly no exception can be taken to the fact 
that such terminology confuses farmers seeking the best mar-
ket for their eggs and also is confusing to competing buyers. 
Efforts toward .clearer grade names and specifications would 
pave the way in buying practices for a higher degree of uni-
formity which would prove beneficial to both producers and 
buyers. 
